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THURSDAY, JANUARY 25, 2007

Call to Order/Approval of Minutes

Chairperson Borders called the meeting to order at 8:46 a.m.  In light of the recent Commission on Higher Education report, she asked Board members to consider NIFL’s place in the literacy agenda being developed by the Department of Education.

Ms. Borders asked for comments on the summary minutes from the meeting Oct. 25-26, 2006.  Dr. Enriquez noted that Carol Gambill was present but was not listed as such.  Dr. Hiller urged Board members to remember Dr. Olivarez’s recommendation on page four regarding the matrix and the need to address gaps related to technical assistance products.  Ms. Borders pointed to Dr. Baxter’s comment on the availability of the expert recommendations in the areas of ELL and adult literacy.  She hoped they would be emailed to Board members as they become available.

Ms. Borders also asked for an update on the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) report to Congress on Early Reading First.  Dr. Baxter said she had not received any response.  Ms. Borders also made a note of the need for follow-up on pursuing a partnership with the Partner Information Resource Centers (PIRC); the Board’s desire for projected available money to be included in the Crosswalk; and the need for an update on the Commission of Reading Research.

Ms. Borders called for a motion to approve the summary minutes from the October meeting.  Dr. Enriquez made the motion, Dr. Shanahan seconded, and the motion passed unanimously.

Director’s Report

Dr. Baxter said she would address the points raised regarding the need for additional information.  An updated Crosswalk will be provided to the Board members. IES expects to release the Early Reading First evaluation sometime in the spring.  Creation of the Commission on Reading Research is proceeding.  Dr. Baxter will release the names of the members before the next Board meeting, and she expects the first meeting to be in February or March.

Ms. Borders asked about staff support for the Commission. Dr. Baxter said there would be both in-house and contractor support.  Dr. Baxter said the ELL and adult literacy recommendations are being formulated, and the groups are expected to reconvene in February to complete their work.  Some chapters of the NELP report are complete, and the full report should be available soon.  There will be an independent review of the report, and there will be an open notice of the intent to sole-source the review to an entity with experience.  She hopes the review process will be in place by the time the report is completed.

Dr. Baxter hoped that after the meeting the Board would be on firmer ground with regard to producing the matrix.  There is a partnership with the PIRCs, and NIFL is disseminating material through them.  Ms. Reddy said the Institute is also seeking input from the PIRCs on a project involving more direct technical assistance with parents.  Dr. Baxter reminded the Board that at the end of the last fiscal year several contracts were put in place for dissemination, particularly of the early childhood materials and the NELP report.

Dr. Baxter said literacy is important in the context of global competitiveness of the future workforce and, to a lesser extent, individuals’ quality of life, and she referenced the Tough Choices for Tough Times report.  There will be increasing numbers of older workers, and there will be a more diverse workforce.  Income inequalities contribute heavily to growing disparities in student achievement.  Dr. Baxter painted a rather daunting picture of the state of literacy and education in the United States.  NIFL must use its leadership to keep national focus on these issues.

Ms. Borders noted that Carol Gambill had arrived.

Presentation by:

Christopher B. Swanson, Director, Editorial Projects in Education and Research Center

Dr. Swanson discussed a study commissioned by the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation looking at the organizations, people, studies, and sources of information that influence education policy.  The definition of influence was left up to the respondents.  Experts listed the top five influences in each category, all responses were tallied, and then the experts ranked each of the top 10or so responses in each category.  Influential studies were a focal point of the study, so more in-depth work was done in that area.  Respondents were a broad sample of the education and education policy fields, and about 200 of those contacted responded.

Bill Gates, President Bush and Kati Haycock of the Education Trust were ranked as the most influential people.  Congress was ranked as the most influential organization.  The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was ranked as the top information source, and the other influential information sources included institutional sources and both traditional and new media sources.

NAEP and the SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1 Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) were ranked as the most influential studies, but NAEP was far ahead.  The most influential studies were less likely to be general research and more likely to be evaluative.  The most influential studies deal mostly with accountability, standards, and teacher quality.  Dr. Swanson talked about connections between the different categories and different ways of being influential.

Dr. Enriquez asked about study topics and whether they spanned pre-K through adult education.  Dr. Swanson said the data came from the ERIC database and that any one study might have multiple descriptors, so the categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive.  Ms. Gambill said she was surprised at the absence of the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics.  Dr. Swanson said he thought the council had been nominated.  Ms. Gambill said it would have been good to survey teachers, as well, and Dr. Swanson said they have considered using a broader web-based survey in the future.

Presentation by:

Harry P. Hatry, Urban Institute

Dr. Hatry addressed the importance of performance measurement and said accountability has been the driving force, but another purpose of performance measurement is improvement of services.  He said that the Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART) aspect of NAEP is intended by OMB to be constructive rather than punitive.

Regarding the state of the art, Dr. Hatry said part of it is mission statement and recommended reviewing it perhaps once a year.  A mission statement addresses what you are trying to do, for whom you are doing it, and the major means, within the legal scope, of accomplishing the mission.

Identification of outcomes and outcome indicators is the first problem in performance measurement.  Logic models and outcome sequence charts are two methods used to determine outcome indicators.  Distinction should be made between intermediate and end outcomes.  Four types of data collection sources are agency records; trained observer approaches such as peer reviews; surveys; and special types of equipment such as tests given to students.

Causality attribution is the major technical problem in performance measurement.  Random assigned and controlled experiments are the gold standard of evaluation, but they are very expensive and are particularly challenging in the social service arena.

Dr. Hatry discussed the importance of needs assessment.  On the micro level, the major type of product of the Institute is reports.  For a logic model, one would look at the extent to which they are disseminated as well as whether action was taken as a result, and those questions are measurable using surveys.  The regular Current Population Survey is one potential vehicle.  Dr. Hatry encouraged the use of open-ended questions in surveys.

Presentation by:

Cheryl King. National Commission on Adult Literacy

Dr. King said the work of the National Commission on Adult Literacy would be completed in about 18 months, with a national report anticipated by late 2008.  The commission is creating diverse resource groups in order to see how people respond to selected questions and topical areas.  The commission is identifying locations with a systems approach and demonstrated outcomes for field visits.  Given the commission’s time constraints, it cannot conduct its own research and will instead do a literature review of relevant research.  The commission will also receive expert testimony.

There must be consideration of the academic standards required of adults as well as the national literacy standard.  Those standards must be communicated, and teachers must ensure that they are teaching to those levels so that students can be successful.  Recent work from Washington State suggests that students see economic benefit only after completing 30 hours of post-secondary education.  Dr. King discussed the importance of coordinating work in these areas.

Dr. Hiller asked Dr. Swanson about strategies to increase NIFL’s influence.  Dr. Swanson said there is no formula to guarantee success.  The perceived legitimacy of the organization, perhaps through government authorization, is important.  Follow-up and a good spokesperson are also important factors.

Dr. Wagner talked about the importance of NIFL remaining a stealth organization but still getting the credit it deserves and about the impact of commission reports.  Dr. Shanahan noted that the top reports deal with problem identification, which is already the focus of other organizations.  Dr. Wagner said practical reports addressing specific problems would not give NIFL influence or attention.

Ms. McFadden asked about how individual states are doing with regard to adult education standards. Dr. King said work has been done but there must be attention paid to whether those standards are what is necessary to take people to the next step.  She said they are doing a pretty good job on reading and writing but not math.  She also said they should determine what GED score predicts readiness for the next step.  Ms. Borders noted the expense of remediation.  Dr. King talked about the need for financial aid for those who take only one course at a time and said that Pell money should not be used on developmental courses that do not give credits that can be applied to a degree.

Dr. Enriquez noted that not all Hispanic adult learners are recent immigrants.  Dr. Deshler asked about unintended consequences and the importance of clearly identifying outcome measures and noted that the indicators being used do not reflect some rather dramatic changes taking place within schools.  Dr. Hatry said it is important to try to articulate ahead of time any possible unintended negative effects and talked specifically about the problem of teaching to a test.  Dr. Deshler talked about the phenomenon of students simply not trying on tests.  Dr. Hatry said any performance measurement system should include a component of trying to explain unusual results.

Dr. Wagner wondered about NIFL’s in-house capacity to carry out performance measurement.  Dr. Hatry said he did not think NIFL has the necessary resources but said as a leader NIFL should encourage other organizations to support such work.  Dr. Wagner said that some of the Institute’s limited funds should go towards performance measurement for each of its projects and that someone in-house should determine which resources should be devoted for each project.  Ms. Borders said that would prevent projects from simply continuing without ever being evaluated.  Dr. Wagner and Ms. Borders agreed that NELP would be a great test case.  Dr. Hatry noted that some foundations require that proposals include information on how a project will be evaluated.  Ms. McFadden suggested that they also require that proposals list where something will be published.

Dr. Baxter said the contract for the Partnership for Reading included evaluation, and it has worked well.  Dr. Hatry said an alternative would be to ask contractors for suggestions on how assessment should be done.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute probably could not do assessment of all 38 of its programs and suggested identifying those critical to the accomplishment of the Institute’s mission.  Dr. Olivarez talked about the importance of not losing sight of the mission.

Dr. Wagner said there are low-cost things that could be done for every program such as tracking things like numbers of publications.  Dr. Baxter said that for some of the larger projects like LINCS and Bridges there is ongoing routine data collection and an evaluation plan.  Dr. Wagner asked if there is anything in place for NELP.  Dr. Baxter said there is a dissemination plan.  Ms. Reddy said there is no evaluation component but there is a data collection requirement.  Dr. Baxter said final outcomes for NELP would depend on the extent to which the findings inform certain policies or regulations.  Dr. Shanahan said NIFL’s partners on NELP are also clients and that they must think the information is worthwhile if they’re going to do anything with it.

Ms. McFadden talked about the need to update information and functionality on the LINCS website.  Dr. Baxter said a planning group and a steering committee had looked at possible changes to LINCS and suggested looking at the NIFL home page graphics and functionality since it has already been updated.  Ms. Reddy said there are two efforts underway to totally reconfigure LINCS, including a technical contract looking at the architecture of the search engine.

Dr. Hiller talked about the distinction between dissemination and reporting, which includes looking at what people are doing with the information.  Dr. Swanson said that for small organizations such as NIFL focus is important to influence, but he noted that may be challenging when the formal mission is so broad.  He said one big knowledge gap is whether students leaving high school have the appropriate level of literacy skills and are ready for college-level work.

Envisioning the Next 15 Years: The Institute’s Future Role

Ms. Wood and Ms. Moak began the visioning session by asking for ideas to complete the sentence, “In 15 years, we envision a nation where literacy is . . .”  Responses included a given; a top three platform item; improved; affordable; accessible; literacy attainment is in balance with need; has leveled the playing field; internationally and competitively ranked; has been researched enough that it has become more of a science; parents understand the final role of literacy; our nation is ahead of all others in literacy; the concept of it is totally different; related to the NALS report, that everyone would be at levels four through six; and everyone will be technologically literate.

Ms. Moak then asked what the field of literacy would be characterized by in 15 years.  Responses were a common respect for literacy among all teachers; tight ties to public and personal health; core competencies in addition to reading; national and international benchmarking; more technology; inclusion of languages other than English; will be a civil right; literacy will be a tool by which we better use technology; universal early or pre-literacy; a solid scientific foundation; no illiteracy; level of attainment does not show differences related to gender, race, etc.; agreement among practitioners as to how to impart literacy; the best of what we know being used effectively in all classrooms; salaries of teachers will be commensurate with those of scientists; and literacy will play less of a role in basic functioning.

The next question was what would organizations in the field of literacy be in 15 years.  Responses included they will be under the control of NIFL; referrals occur in a very positive way; honored and well funded; collaborative; more strategically developed in terms of their clientele; exceed quality expectations; all will agree as to how best to impart literacy; recognize the needs of emerging diverse populations; the system against which we benchmark for excellence in other fields; able to maintain teachers; cross state lines; organized online adult education; will be held seriously accountable for outcomes of margins; and have total respect for customers.

The next question was what NIFL will be known for in 15 years.  Responses were stellar research; leadership in the field; formulation of effective policy solutions; increased funding; staff expertise; well-known and respected in the field; highly visible; authoritative resource; its outcomes; cutting-edge work; influential; leadership of the Interagency Group; expert advisor to the Secretaries of the Interagency Group, to Congress, and to other agencies; leadership to the business sector.

Working Group Reports/Discussion

Early Childhood

Dr. Enriquez reported the Early Childhood working group discussion.  Under teachers and practitioners, more early childhood teachers are needed.  Practitioners would value the field more.  The field will be more professionalized and have higher salaries.  Teachers will be better prepared before they start teaching.  With their high paying skills, teachers would implement best practices rather than drilling and using watered-down curricula.

Students would be better prepared for school and not fall back.  Many children will read by age four.  Delivery systems will all be aligned.  There should be a universal, compulsory preschool system starting at age three.  Parents would know important indicators of child readiness for school.  There should be parent education on the benefits of early education.  Parents would be involved and active and have good partnerships with schools.

Research should focus on the most important indicators.  Researchers will identify better curricula and practices.  They will focus on finding common ground on measures of testing.  They will help us know more about teaching language as part of literacy.  They will embrace diversity in their research.

As for business, there should be philanthropic support, and businesses should strive to create electronic connections to the schools and classrooms of their employees’ children.  Businesses also should provide high-quality onsite childcare or preschool.

Governments should build schools more developmentally appropriate for young children.  There should be funding for rigorous scientific research that takes demographic shifts into account.  Government should establish national literacy standards for young children.

Dr. Hiller added that government should support healthcare and immunization of young children.  Ms. McFadden said she would not have wanted her child to have been in a pre-K program at age three.  Ms. Borders said there should not be any such program that is mandatory.  

Adolescents

Dr. Deshler said that teachers and practitioners for adolescents have specific responsibility for the literacy attainment of their students, and the roles that various teachers play are different.  One big challenge for practitioners is dealing with the tension between teaching subject matter and taking responsibility for literacy attainment.

With regard to students, how can we ensure optimal use of future alternative means of learning in meaningful ways and restructure schools to make use of them.  The role of parents must also change with regard to accessing knowledge through technology.  Parents will have a deeper understanding of literacy and will be comfortable engaging in conversations about literacy with teachers and others.  Parents will have regular access to information on their children’s progress rather than having to wait for the end of a grading period.

As for research, there will be a solid knowledge base so that researchers can be engaged in addressing issues of service and intervention.  Work will focus on what are the appropriate interventions for which kids under which conditions.  Research designs must take into account the complexity of secondary school environments.  There will be effective knowledge sharing across domains and disciplines.  Research capacity will be dramatically increased.

Employers will be highly satisfied with the skills of new hires.  Businesses will be centrally involved in setting high expectations for education.  Employers will be more effective in educating workers to close remedial gaps and retrain their workforce more effectively.

Government policy will be driven by sufficient data.  There will no longer be a shortage of funding for education.  There will be collaboration across different levels of government, and government will move beyond a compliance mentality.

Adults

Dr. Hiller said an important theme for teachers of adult literacy is credentialing.  Also important is the mobility of the students.  Teachers should understand the use of research and view themselves as adult education teachers rather than social service agents.   Appropriate salary and benefits are important.  Volunteers in adult education should be known as coaches or mentors to highlight the importance of the work they do, and there should be standards and training related to that work.

There should be fewer younger students.  Students need more choice.  There must be an understanding of adult learners that recognizes they are not children.  We must be fair to adult learners by recognizing the pressures they face with in their schedules and work lives.  Childcare is another key issue.  GED should be viewed as a beginning rather than an endpoint.

There should be more family literacy programs, and other agencies should be involved.  Parents who are students are taxpayers and vote and thus have political power that younger students do not.

Research should be tied to practitioners and practical work.  Research should be bipartisan and nonpolitical.  Expectations should be ramped up in the RFP process. There should be broader international research.

Employers should take ownership of the process and move away from looking only at the needs of their particular industry.  There should be focus on what the military as an employer is doing.  Employers should realistically determine necessary literacy levels and partner with school systems.

There should be more flexibility in how government funds can be used.  Government must continue to fund the research that it wants to be done.  There should be agency cooperation all the way down to the local level.

Envisioning the Institute’s Leadership Role in 2022

Ms. Wood first asked for visioning on what is meant by the Institute as a leader in 2022.  Responses included that it makes the influence list; Congress looks to NIFL for information; providing quality, credible reports; it is seen as the go-to place for information; an authoritative voice; the Institute will have been a player in increasing national literacy rates; has a voice in defining national assessments; the founding member of the International Institute for Literacy; highly valued by the constituent agencies as well as by people in the field; expanded legal authorization with sophisticated governance; drives innovation; drives the change to evidence-based practice.

The next question asked what internal outcomes NIFL will have realized by 2022.  Responses included that there will be anticipation of its next report; quality policy advice; governance aligned with practical outcomes; more effective and efficient organization; clearly articulated dissemination flow; recognized as the convener on major issues; in a position to leverage needed funds; helps to guide strategy of efforts such as Head Start and OVAE; the OMB of literacy in terms of driving how federal dollars are spent.

Next Ms. Wood asked about NIFL’s impact on literacy policy in 2022.  Responses were a coordinated approach; substantially increased funding for research; leading more branches of government; data produced by NIFL influences policy; the broader definition of literacy; sister organizations in each of the states; greater intergovernmental cooperation.

The next question asked about the Institute’s impact on coalition building.  Responses included convening discussions that everyone wants to be a part of; policies and legislation in which coalition engagement is necessary; more integrated data systems; a system for establishing evidence-based standards of practice; helping set international standards for benchmarking; and a standing coalition that ensures ongoing review of research.

Next Ms. Wood asked about the Institute’s impact on reauthorization.  Responses included discussion of funding caps/minimums; clearly defined roles for agencies responsible for literacy; assuming the coalition is working out, reauthorization will not be political and will move the right things forward.

The next question asked about NIFL’s role in public awareness regarding literacy in America, as well as internationally, in 2022.  Dr. Deshler said that it identifies critical messages and delivers them in effective ways.

Next Ms. Wood asked about what partnerships will have evolved with NIFL in 2022.  Reponses were with businesses supporting NIFL’s literacy efforts; with foundations to fill research gaps; with the National Governors’ Association; literacy organizations; other constituencies that have not received a lot of attention; universities; research organizations, especially think tanks; and organizations like UNICEF.

The next question asked about NIFL’s impact on the state of literacy in 2022.  Responses included significant improvement in literacy rates; decline in high school dropout rates; training and validation systems are in place and being evaluated; the coalition is successfully keeping the field evidence-based; also paying attention to high achievers to ensure they reach their potential, perhaps by having higher NALS levels and different standards so that everyone has something to strive for; and shifting attention to a new form of literacy focused more on innovation and creativity.

Ms. Moak asked about the values that will guide NIFL’s work.  Responses included nimbleness; collaboration; integrity; innovation; a learning organization; dynamic; foresight; ahead of the curve; leadership; respected; high quality; responsiveness; inclusiveness; accountable; trustworthy; professional; and even-handed.

Ms. Moak then asked how those values would manifest themselves in NIFL’s programs and activities.  Responses were timeliness both in getting reports out and in responding to something new that needs to be addressed; reports done with integrity; best researchers; rigorous process; transparent process; being proactive and doing needs assessments for collaborations; multiple disciplines and levels to address complex problems; ongoing dialogue to maintain collaborations.

There was discussion of some of the difficulties associated with collaborations.  Informal contracts may be helpful, but there may be unwillingness to enter into such an agreement.  There was discussion whether partnerships might be more appropriate for the Institute.  Dr. Enriquez said there tends to be more follow through in a partnership.  Collaborations may bring together unequal players, but partnerships tend to be between equals.  Ms. Moak asked what was meant by trustworthy.  Dr. Hiller talked about unwillingness to compromise certain things.

Ms. Moak then asked how the values relate to the staff, the board, and how the Institute operates and whether there are any other related values.  Dr. Enriquez said the concept of the learning organization relates to those working in NIFL and how they interact with one another.  She also talked about the innovative staff being given leeway because they know the research, the customers, and the needs and related it back to the learning organization. Dr. Baxter said the staff has enough expertise in terms of context and experience to be able to think outside the box.  Dr. Hiller talked about advanced training.

Ms. Moak asked for any other values, and fiscal responsibility and fairness were mentioned.  Dr. Enriquez talked about systemic thinking and the importance of the staff seeing the big picture and the interrelatedness of all the different programs.

Ms. Borders asked about the difference between programs and initiatives, and Dr. Baxter said the 38 includes both studies as well as programs operating out in the field.  She said when she talks about 38 lines of effort she is referring to things that require significant staffing.  Ms. Borders suggested that initiatives are mostly finite.  Ms. Reddy noted there are different outcomes depending on how sustained NIFL’s involvement is.  Dr. Baxter framed the issue as whether the emphasis should be on outputs or outcomes and whether the Institute should be the catalyst or actually implement things.  Ms. Borders said the operational role is more important but did not think NIFL could afford to focus on the operational currently.

Dr. Enriquez said they should be flexible in that only some things will be sustained.  Dr. Hiller urged consideration whether the lifespan focus of the mission is too daunting.  Dr. Baxter talked about influence and impact and suggested that to have an impact one must stay with something long enough and control its implementation.

Ms. Borders called for a motion to adjourn for the day.  Dr. Shanahan made the motion, and Dr. Olivarez seconded.  The day’s proceeding ended at 4:44 p.m.

FRIDAY, JANUARY 26, 2007

Chairperson Borders called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. and asked Greg Miller and Peggy McCardle of NICHD to introduce themselves.  

Outcomes of Previous Day

Ms. Moak reviewed the visioning process including the Crosswalk and SWOT analyses by the staff and Board.  Visioning focuses on strengths and opportunities rather than threats and weaknesses.  She then reviewed the values discussed the previous day.  Vision directions common to all the different audiences included professionalization of literacy, integration of research and data, embracing technology, leveraging diversity, and collaboration.

Dr. McCardle was unsure about the need for more family literacy programs given the lack of an evidentiary base.  Ms. Borders could not recall discussion of the need for more family literacy programs, and Ms. McFadden said it was mentioned in one of the working group reports.  Ms. Borders said family literacy programs might be very different in 15 years anyway.

Dr. McCardle also talked about the difficulty of having research timed to policy needs.  She said they should educate people to understand that research takes time and urged forward thinking so there is at least some evidence when policy makers need information.  Ms. Borders related that to the idea of NIFL being innovative and ahead of the curve in anticipating need.  She also talked about employers seeing the link between adolescent literacy and the workforce and providing feedback on the skills necessary to success.  The vision of the adolescent workgroup included the idea that high school students would go out to the business sector to learn.  Dr. McCardle added that that would depend on more effective education at earlier levels.

Dr. Baxter said they must find a way other than family literacy to describe inter-generational transfer and parents’ role in preparing children for school.  Dr. Hiller said the systems discussion had touched on more areas than in the facilitators’ list, and Ms. Wood agreed and said they had seen it as an overarching direction.  Dr. McCardle suggested it refers to a mode of thinking that should underlie the whole approach, and Dr. Hiller agreed.  Dr. Olivarez also agreed and emphasized integration of systems.  He also emphasized the Institute’s role as a convener.  

Dr. Baxter and Dr. Shanahan talked about a system for ensuring standards of practice are supported by evidence and about the lower threshold of evidence for putting an end to any practice which causes harm.

Ms. Borders asked about the phrase “leveraging diversity.”  Dr. McCardle suggested “embracing and supporting diversity.”  Dr. Wagner proposed “capitalize on diversity,” and Dr. McCardle agreed in that “we want to recognize the value of diversity to our culture.”  Dr. Hiller asked whether professionalization of literacy referred to professionalization of practitioners, but Ms. Moak said they intended it to mean recognizing literacy as a legitimate professional career track.  Dr. Hiller said he did not want to forget the discussion of practitioners and credentialing.  Dr. Enriquez suggested the leveraging of technology.  Ms. McFadden emphasized the leadership role of NIFL, and Ms. Moak said it is implicit in the vision statement.

Ms. Moak proposed the following statement as the vision for the field of literacy:

By the year 2022, literacy will be widely recognized as a national asset and as an economic and cultural force that permeates learning through all ages and walks of American life.  At the local, state, and national levels, people will be working together across disciplines in systems to advance the impact of literacy upon the quality of life in the United States.

Ms. Borders noted the vision is with regard to an expanded definition of literacy that encompasses more than reading.  Dr. Deshler liked the use of the word asset to describe literacy.  Dr. Hiller emphasized the idea of working to make the literate more literate.

Ms. Moak then presented four visioning directions.  Dr. Olivarez asked about the connection to the vision statement, and Ms. Moak said the directional vision statements would support the overall vision.  Dr. Olivarez said the statements contained good vision statement words but also tactics.  Dr. Baxter thought the last statement was a good basis for the vision statement.

Dr. Wagner wondered why we could not have a vision statement by the end of the meeting.  Ms. Moak said it is best to avoid wordsmithing with a group.

Ms. Gambill said the reference to opportunities should somehow capture the idea of many opportunities so that even if someone misses an opportunity there will be others.  Ms. McFadden suggested removing opportunities and simply saying “will realize their full potential.”  Dr. Wagner and Ms. Borders both agreed.

Dr. Deshler was unsure about the phrase “adults and young people.”  Dr. McCardle suggested “individuals across the lifespan,” and Dr. Olivarez suggested simply saying “people.”   Dr. Baxter said the current wording reflects the legislative mandate as well as the reality that many of those whose literacy levels need to be increased are already in the workforce.  Ms. Borders proposed “adults, young people, and children.”  Dr. Shanahan said listing adults first would reflect the Institute’s concern about adult literacy to those working with adults and did not think those working with children would care one way or the other.

Dr. McCardle was concerned about the statement about setting standards for literacy research.  Ms. Borders said they wanted to participate in the process rather than control it.  Dr. McCardle talked about meeting partners across federal agencies to establish standards.

Dr. Wagner suggested using “with” rather than “across” to further emphasize participation rather than domination.

Dr. Baxter suggested NIFL needs authority in order to compel recalcitrant partners to come to the table, but Dr. McCardle said that works better with regard to bringing together information than it would for setting research standards.  Ms. Borders said they would only be able to bring reluctant partners to the table by demonstrating the influence and impact of the Institute.  Dr. Olivarez said it would also be important to establish an effective process of engaging people.

Dr. McCardle talked about the success of NICHD’s partnership with NIFL on Put Reading First and held it up as a model of dissemination of research evidence to practice.  Ms. McFadden said part of the success involved broadening the dissemination outside of the field.  Ms. Borders spoke about the importance of public awareness to NIFL’s branding.

Dr. Deshler was concerned about the phrase “playing a leadership role in building strategic relationships and in systematizing,” and Ms. Borders suggested separating the sentence into two.  Dr. Hiller asked about “public and private disciplines,” and Ms. Moak proposed changing it to organizations.

Dr. Deshler was not sure where Dr. Shanahan’s discussion of standards of practice should go.  Dr. Baxter suggested the main vision statement.  Dr. Enriquez talked about reference to NIFL as being the established convener of the best thinkers and innovators.

Dr. McCardle asked if partners would have an opportunity to look at the vision statement before it is finalized.  Dr. Baxter said it would go to the interagency group but the Board would have to decide whether there are other partners who must buy into the statement before it is made public.  Dr. Deshler said there should be some parameters for the kinds of input NIFL is seeking.

Does the Vision Meet the Criteria?


Is it Realistic?

Dr. Enriquez wondered if the vision statement should be reworked to reflect that NIFL works with organizations rather than directly with individuals.  Dr. McCardle suggested something to the effect of through work with organizations.  Ms. Wood wondered if that was more relevant to mission than vision.  Dr. Baxter agreed it was more of a tactical point; she said the vision should be aspirational.  She said part of NIFL’s leadership role is setting a vision for the entire nation.

Dr. Wagner asked about the difference between mission and vision statements.  Ms. Moak said the mission statement would be more specific on the tactics used to realize the vision.  Dr. McCardle asked about the authority of the Board to set the Institute’s mission.  Dr. Baxter said the legislative requirements form the basis for the mission statement.  Dr. McCardle asked if dissemination was included in the mission, and Dr. Baxter said it was a tactic.  Ms. Reddy said the Workforce Investment Act establishes three purposes for NIFL, providing information, providing advice and coordination on policy, and providing leadership.

The Board agreed the statement is realistic.


Is it Credible?

Ms. Boorse suggested it would be more credible if it referred only to helping people realize their full potential since not everyone will.  Dr. Wagner agreed they could not ensure everyone will reach their full potential, and he proposed the idea of increasing opportunities for people to reach their potential.  Dr. McCardle suggested increased and improved opportunities.  Dr. Olivarez said those words would help stretch the Institute.


Is it Compelling?

Dr. Shanahan felt having literacy as the endpoint makes it less compelling than it might be.  Ms. Reddy also wondered about a goal more compelling than everyone being more literate.  Ms. McFadden felt that it captures the big picture and that a public relations firm would end up modifying it anyway.  Ms. Reddy said she was thinking more about a societal recognition and felt it was a different sort of vision.  Dr. Shanahan referred to the preamble of the Constitution and suggested the idea is to focus on a larger purpose.  Dr. Olivarez said that was partially captured by the vision statement for literacy in America and its impact on quality of life.

Dr. Deshler was not compelled by the statement:  “through the leadership of NIFL and its partners.”  Ms. Moak suggested naming the organization in that way helps to acknowledge the critical role of the Institute.


Is it Future-focused?

Dr. Wagner was concerned that “literacy” does not capture for the public today the new meaning it will have in the future.  Ms. Wood proposed including a broader definition somewhere.

Ms. Wood said they would try to marry the broad language from the first paragraph with the language in the fourth paragraph for the vision statement.  Dr. McCardle said defining literacy overly broadly would risk NIFL being tasked with more than it is capable of doing given its level of funding.  Dr. Baxter strongly supported the broader definition because reading and writing are not sufficient skills for people to get work.  Dr. Hiller discussed the danger of misalignment.

Approval of Visioning Direction

Dr. Wagner moved approval of the visioning direction, and Dr. Shanahan seconded.  Dr. Olivarez proposed adding that the Board will rely on the consultants to clarify the vision statement.  The amendment was accepted, and the motion passed.

Next Steps

Dr. Olivarez said strategic planning is the next phase and asked Dr. Baxter to provide some timelines.  He also said Board members would have to look at NIFL’s capacity and competencies and perhaps do a Board self-assessment.  Dr. Hiller said the Board must not lose sight of the budget review process.  Ms. Borders asked about the timeline for the budget.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute is hoping to submit the 2007/2008 plan before July so that money will be available on July 1.  Spending plans submitted last July still have not gotten to OMB, so the Institute will be requesting advance approval on specific activities that require attention.

Dr. Baxter said the assessments can be done between now and the March meeting.  Difficult decisions must be made regarding how much money should go to staffing versus programming.  She said the consultants had suggested that it would take six to eight months to formulate a good strategic plan.  Ms. McFadden suggested posing questions, possibly using software, to key constituents regarding some of the wording.  Dr. Baxter said they received input from stakeholders but thought it might be wise to go back to get further input.  Dr. Olivarez agreed and mentioned Zoomerang as an easy-to-use software survey tool.

Dr. Wagner returned to the idea of using the roll-out of NELP as a test case for performance measurement.  Dr. Baxter said there is not enough in-house organizational capacity so there will probably have to be a procurement.  Dr. Olivarez wondered if the staff could do the outcome sequence chart.  Ms. Borders suggested they should look at the NELP dissemination plan.  Dr. Wagner said he and Dr. Shanahan could probably come up with something for the next meeting.

Ms. Borders asked for an updated Crosswalk for the Board members.  Dr. Baxter said there would be a consultant for the Board self-assessment.  Dr. Hiller asked about the March 19 community literacy summit.  Dr. Baxter said Board members can attend, and Ms. Reddy said they could also recommend others to be invited.

Dr. Baxter said she might include an analysis of the staff assessment in the Director’s report, so it may take longer to get the report out.  Dr. Enriquez asked if the Board would hear from the interagency representatives again, and Dr. Baxter said they have been trying to have more time for Board discussion and deliberation.  One possibility is asking for written reports from the interagency representatives.

Dr. Olivarez inquired about progress on the biennial report.  Dr. Baxter said the Institute hopes to have it for the Board’s review at the March meeting and said it is a big priority.

The open session of the meeting concluded at 11:34 a.m., and the Board went into closed session.
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